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1919 M Street NW 20554
Washington, D. C.
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Sir/Madam: FEDERAL
OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The attached communication is sent for
your consideration. Please investigate the
statements contained therein and forward me
the necessary information for reply, return-
ing the enclosed correspondence with your
answer.

Yours truly,

-

LIV &P

ice D. Hinchey .C.

Please reply to:

Gongressman Maurice D. Hinchey
Camzz: House - Terrace Hill
ithaca, ilew York 14850
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6 ESSEX ROAD P.OBOX 625

WILLSBORO, NY 12996
(518)963-4116

COMMUNICATIONS OF WILLSBORO RECEIVED

AUG 210 1993

FEDERAL COMMUNICATIONS COMMESION
July 21, 1993 OFFICE OF THE SECRETARY

The Honorable James H. Quello
Chairman

Federal Communications Commission
1919 M Street N.W. Room 802
Washington, D.C. 20554

Dear Chairman Quello,

I understand that you would like specific examples of how
the present regulations that will go into effect this fall will
affect small, rural density cable systems (under 1000 subscribers)

My Mom, Dad and I operate such a system. There are approximately
450 subscribers spread out over 30 miles of cable plant. This
yields 15 subscribers per mile. This is less than half the
avearge of 37.75 subs/mile that is in the F.C.C. database.

On a per subscriber basis, it is much more expensive to build,
operate and maintain a low density system. Operating costs
are higher in terms of electricity, various land school taxes
and pole rental charges on a per subscriber basis. We rent 1.5 poles
for each subscriber! Our cost per subscriber for pole rental
is $13.90 per sub per year. Compare this with a suburbbn, densely
populated area that has & subscribers per pole. Based on the
same pole rental rates, their pole rental per subscri er is $2.32¢
The hl‘:hc*‘ cect of pr’\)vld*.u\ Ser \/JL\/L, J_u a SlldJ.J_ Tural \dble bygutlll
begins at the headend where we must receive and prowess the
signals, just like the larger systems do. The differance is
that we have 450 subscribers to spread that our over versus
a submrban system of perhaps 80,000 subscibers. Our costs for
obtaining the exact same programming as the larger systems is
at least 20% higher that a large cable system. We pay more even
though 1t costs no more for ESIN or CNN to provide proyrawmlnﬁ
to us that does to larger systems. In addition, it is not cost
effective for amall aystiems to insert local adveriisine on the
cable channels, another ascurce of revenua for the larpe systems.

In conclusion, all these factore work apainsi the omal)
cable system operator. The present Yenchmark method of determinine
ratesdoes not take these {sctors inte sccount and puts us at o a
disadvantage. We have been providine oable service Lo a previousiv
unserved aren for 5 years. For {four of those years, 1 took no
salery as we continued to buy eguiiment and extend the cable
service fto less dense arento. Ve odid laree nortiona of the work
curnselves 1o keep the cosin down.  Todey fom and Dad «till work

for zero calery.



We are going to find it very difficult to extend the cable service
into new area's and to maintain the channel variety and service

standards in the existing plant under the present benchmark
rates.

Please consider small system operation in your review of
rate regulation and the other aspects of the 1992 Cable Act.

Sincerely,

Vo -t 2r
‘--‘//:(/ - V//7'; e FI

Herb Longware
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July 13, 1993

Delivered by Hand

The Honorable James H. Quello
Chairman

Federal Comunications Cammission
1919 M Street, N.W., Room 802
Washington, D.C. 20554

Re: MM Docket No. 92-266
MM Docket No. 92-263

Dear Chairman Quello:

Following up your statements regarding the plight of small cable
operators in camplying with the 1992 Cable Act (“the Act"), we write to urge
the Caommission to take actions to alleviate unnecessary burdens on these
operators. We believe, based upon extensive consultations with our members,
that failing to act will seriously impede the ability of small cable systems
to provide quality service to subscribers.

The Cammission recognizes that Section 6232(1) of the Act "requires that
the Camission develop and prescribe cable rate regulations that reduce the
administrative burdens and cost of campliance for cable systems that have
1,000 or fewer subscribers." Moreover, the public interest standard
authorizes exceptions to the general rule where justified. Wwe applaud your
public camnitment to work to alleviate small system burdens. We urge the
Commission:

- To permit small operators to justify their current rates based on
a simplified net incame analysis. A simple comparison of total
system revenues to operating expenses, depreciation and interest
expenses for same specified prior period would demonstrate whether
the system's current rates require any further examination. A net
incame analysis would be much sinpler to calculate and apply than
the benchmark approach.

- To permit small operators to increase rates to the benchmark cap.
The Commission has found that rates at or below the naticnal cap
are "reasonable.” By affording small operators presently charging
rates below the cap the opticn to increase rates to the cap, these
systems will retain the flexibility needed to generate necessary
capital.

- To author:ze small CpPerators o Lase rates on the bundline of

service and equignent charces. (he recuirement that operatcrs

“back out" egquipment COSUS base: on "actuzl cost” fram the

bencrmmark rates (¢ oa particularly onercas procedural regulronent .
D 2dOpt o MECDANISE ThaL GOes Not Forcs wmall
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The Honorable James H. Quello
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- To allow small cperators to pass-throucgh rebuild costs. Smal.
operators are generally located 1in rural areas. Congress and sre
Camuission have long advocated special regulatory treatment tc
make state-of-the—art communications technology available to ryra)
areas. Permitting small operators to pass-througn rebuild cogt-
will increase the chances that rural subscribers pramptly qain tne
benefits of state-of-the-art technology. )

- To clarify that the custamer service requirements that do not
require small operators maintain local offices in each service
area camunity. The local office rule will prove exceptionally,
onerous for many small operators. Under the rule, a system
serving several communities of perhaps 100 subscribers would be
obligated to bear the costs of local offices in each cammunity
Any benefits would be clearly outweighed by the costs. .

- To cammence a rulemaking addressing small svstem regulatory
concerns. The Camussion should camprehensively cxamine, in &
separate proceeding, the impact of its requlation: on small
operators. This rulemaking should identify regulations which,
when applied to small operators, are presumptively more harmfy:
than beneficial. It should also discuss alternatives to bencrmary
requlations for small systems such as system protitability or
level of net incame. Small operators should be permitted to iy
waivers of the identified requlations, with the txirden placed o,
those wno favor applilcation of these regulations ic the smnall
operators.

We believe that taking these steps will enable small gxrateors to cer e
their subscribers efficiently, wnhile simultzneously maintaining the Act':
consumer protections.

We nave filed a copy cf this letter with the Secretary for inclusior :n
the approopriate dockets.

Sincerely, -
/;f : o ) - I }
Xoa; </ i//{ . 07 Zﬁw{@zc LT ,’//
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David D. KinleyJj/4 - Michael J.Vonl for Ay
Snall Cable Business Association Cocalition o!f Small Syséejn
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COMMUNITY ANTENNA TELEVISION ASSOCIATION

PO 80X 1005

3977 CHAIN BRIDGE ROADFAIRFAX. VA 22030

(703} 6918875

FAX (7031 691-8911

A MATTER OF sSURVIVAIL:

REGULATORY REILTEF FOR
SMAT.I. CARLE 3SYSTEMS

Operators of small cable systems--serving 1,000 supscribers
or less--have been put at great risk by the breadth and complex-
ity of the FCC’s new rate regulation rules. These systems ac-
count for more than half the 11,000 cable systens nationwide,
serving mostly rural areas. They lack the human and financial
resources to bear the burden of a regulatory reqgime requiring
professional accountants, creation of new accounting and monitor-
ing systems, and severe restrictions on thelr ability to recover
costs.

In snort, they and theilr subscribers need a way out of the
maze of rate regqulation. The FCC snould consider the following
steps for small systems:

O Begin a rule making immediately to consider the overall
impact of the FCC’s rules on small operators.

dbAdopt rate regulation rules that are less complicated and offer
"the flexibility needed for system growth.

O Permlt rate requlation alternatives based on level of net
income or a national mean rate.

O Allow systems to increase rates to the benchmark cap, or
eliminate caps entirely.

O Allow systems to pass through to subscribers costs associated
with expansion and providing new services.

O Permit systems to base rates on the bundling of service and
equlipment charges.

O Eliminate from any sample of rates "competitive" systems,
which are likely to be charging artificially low prices.

O Include more small systems 1in sampllings used to construct
benchmark rates, and consider the density of their service
areas 1n determining those rates.

) Clarify that the customer service ruies do nat reguire
that systems malntaln a local otfice 1n each service area
community, and that theyv should contorm with franchise

requlirements.
These actions would reguce THE CNErous regulartory rmurocen
racea DV sSmall svstenms, enable Tnem To DReTLCI Serve Tnhnel - —ul—
SCripers., ver nainialn tne Cabie AZT/S Varlous Consumer nrotec-—

ons.
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o cnaniess pump C-SPAN in Some Areas
Because of Cable Bill’s ‘Must Carry” Provision

Some 800,000 Homes 1lave Lost Service Since Congress Passed Measure Last Year

11y Timaothy J. Baeger

C-SPAN, Congiess’s direct pipeline (o
constitienis” living rooms, is losing chan-
octs and vicwers for the fiest time in its
history after — isonically — a taw Con-
gress passed fast year over a presidential
Ve,

The chirman and CEQ of C-SPAN,
Briam Lamb, old Roll Call Friday that
about ROOMXIC homes around the country
have lost wal or partiat C-SPAN service
since Congress passed a cable television
regulation hill nine months ago. More foss-
s catdd be ant the horirou,

Cuthacks e (ccuning beeouse a provi-
sion in the new aw ays thi cable compa-
nics “must carry™ certain focal puhlic <er-
vice chinncls, and some comypunics are
diopping C-SPAN 10 make roou,

Ahout 594 million viewers now have
access o the Cable Satellite Public Al-
fairs Netwark on 4,401 toeal systems,
Ouly 20 systems have dropped oc Lar-
ited C-SPAN broadeasts. But there is
no way of peedicting how many more
smight du so.

Lamb has iuinv«f a lawsuit fited by the
Tumer Brondeasting System chatlenging
the cable hill’s constitutionality, and the
House Fnergy and Commerce Commiee

C-SPAN’s Brian Lamb
has signed a lawsuit,
filed by the Turner.
Broadcasting Systen,
challenging the cable
bill’s constitutionality.
He predicted the loss

of viewers last year.
R ——

is monitoring s cffects, foaking (o possi-
hle amendiments of the faw passed ino-
her over President Buch's veta

Sonne 200K of C-SPAN's viewer koss.
¢s have occunied in Southicm Califoenin,
wheie Pasagon Cable has soverehy cut ok
s C-SPAN broadeae,

Rep. Dana Rohrabacher (R Cahif), who
represents Hantington Beach, where Paa
gonaperates, satd, TG irome thig the pot
Hictns who wese offering something for
aothing e now the ones having their de-
bites it ot the e

Auvather 75 0060 loat vicwers Hive in
Stcobeavidle, Ohia, where C-SPAN s
been drapped by the cable company 1C7)

TTOE took aopolt and they sand s
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place, our pUNDETS Were going up, up, sd
up.”

“This is the first time — and this is 2
direct result of this legislation — thay we
arc lasing™ potential viewers. “This was a
very punitive picce of legislation and we
are one of the victims,”

“i's sad that these people who have
goticn used to waiching their Congress in
action and go through all these issues ma
day-to-day basis are out of luck.”

Aa aide ta the House Encrgy and Com-
meree Committee chaioman, Rep. o in-
pell (D-Mich). atidd that C-SPPAN cnthacks

e among the many side effects of the tnlt's
iniptementation that the panct is watching,

“Itis a matter that he is monitorng,” the
aide said. T conld be addsessed in any
number of ways, Bat 0o decision’s beea
nikde, 10 1o carly 1o make any judgent
as (o how widespread this is. how many
systems, how mnany subscribers have been
affected (his way. I the chainnan’s case,
he will want iz have the facts in hand before
making any decision.”

This is Hikely to come arouad mid-Okcta-
ber, atier local cable systems have deter-
mincd whicl national progrivnming mad

UNCLE SAM, M.D.

be dispiaced 10 make coom o focal
tioms under e “Inust cry™ provision

Lanib testified in June 1991 agains the
“must camy” provision, prediciing exactly
what is now happening o his neowok .

Lab told Roll Call that within thiee 1o
five years, technology will likely make it
passible o expand the number of channels
a cahlc sysiem can carry, so that compli-
ance with “must canry™ won't exclude net-
works like C-SPAN.

Meanwhile, “it's like we've been af tunt
tle stations for the st <ix monbs o av e
he <aid.
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MANGLED COMPETITION 1S
BAD MEDICINE FOR AMERICA

Imagine if doctors were piven o chone of colv a few
medicines to prescribe for hundreds of diffenent adments
That’s what some ver<ions of manaped coney - Gtion

woudd dofor ot health case v tom s Tl v dd tap

Americans to obtain health core through on i
ol peoviderawathin an oy
tarpded T competition e 0 e
chelesnd weng desten s
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Phe syt prewc s aon s eal market competition,
where allinsurers and heaith alliances would participate
cnalvelplavieg ficld Consomerawvould hase a chone
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